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Dear Sir: 

This paper is responsive to the Examiner's Answer mailed December 19, 2007. 
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103(A) Rejection 

Claims 12-17, 20, 21, and 29-32 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hooper in view of Case et al. 

In the Examiner's Response to Argument, the Examiner admits that Applicant is correct 
that Hooper and Case employ different types of vibration absorption systems. The Examiner's 
admission substantiates Appellant's argument that the Examiner is utilizing impermissible 
hindsight to combine two different types of vibration absorption systems in an attempt to recreate 
Appellant's device. As previously discussed in Appellant's Brief, there is no motivation to 
modify Hooper in view of Case, et al. for at least these three separate reasons: 

1. Hooper is a completely mechanical gear arrangement which is 
simply not amenable to incorporation of an MRF fluid system; and 

2. Hooper is directed to an aircraft which is necessarily a free body 
which receives vibration from external source in multiple axes of freedom since 
the aircraft is in flight while Case is directed to a machine tool which miist 
necessarily be fixtured during operation. 

3. Hooper is a completely mechanical gear arrangement based on the 
number of rotor blades such that there can be no benefit to combine any confroUer 
therewith since nothing in Hooper can be controlled. 

The Case et aL reference ruins the function of the Hooper reference . 

The Examiner apparently bases his argument on the supposition that "one of ordinary 
skill in the art would look to Case for an improved vibration absorber and would then install the 
new and improved vibration absorber according to the proper working procedures of an aircraft." 

This is, most certainly, an extremely broad supposition and over simphfication in the 
difference between an essentially static system (fixed machine tool) and a dynamic system 
(aircraft) even if the Examiner could point to a "proper working procedure of an aircraft." That 
is, the Examiner apparently completely discounts (though admits) that Case is not compatible 
with Hooper because of the inherent differences between a rotary wing aircraft rotor system and 
a fixed machine tool. 
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For the above reasons, the rejections by the Examiner should be reversed. 



Respectfully Submitted, 

CARLSON, GASKEY & OLDS, P.C. 



/David L. Wisz/ 

DAVID L. WISZ 
Registration No. 46,350 
Attorneys for Appellant 
400 West Maple, Suite 350 
Birmingham, Michigan 48009 
(248) 988-8360 

Dated: February 15, 2008 
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